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RB MARKS 

The Examiner has rejected Claims L 3, 5-6.. 10, 15-16.. 19-20, 25-26, and 38 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub (U.S. Patent No. 6,594,762), in 
view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (Specification, pages 2-3). hereinafter A APA, in 
view of Lin {U.S. Patent No. 6,326,891), and in further view of Vance (U S. Patent No 
5345,383). Further, the Examiner rejected Claims L 3, 5-6.. 10, 15-16. 19-20, 25-26, and 
34-38 under 35 U S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub, in view- of AAPA, in 
view of Lin, and in further view of Henrie (U.S. Patent No, 6.804,699) In addition, the 
Examiner rejected Claims 29, 3 L and 33 under 35 U S C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Doub in view of Lenz (U.S. Publication No. 2001/0053 c >'17), in view of Lin, and in 
further view of Vance. Also, the Examiner rejected Claims 29. 31, and 33 under 35 
U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doub in view of Lenz, in view of tin, and in 
further view of Hemic. Applicant respectfully disagrees with such rejections, especially 
in view of the amendments made hereinabove to the independent claims. 

With respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Col. 3, lines 
38-4 1 front the Lin reference to make a prior art showing of applicant' s claimed 
technique "wherein the control unit includes a control unit display, the control unit 
display being configured to display information associated with the device when iris 
determined that the device is not within the range of communications of the control unif 
(see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 



\pphcant tCNptctkilK assorts that the txecrpt horn Lin idled upon b\ the 
i \armner meseh discloses that jtjhe dtspla\ una 1 > contains 4 [ \ Ds that icpicserri 4 
sla\e transcenets ttspeUiveh (emphasis added) In addition 1 m discloses that 
j w ]het) a sla\c tiairseencr rs located v- Uhm the secunt> range the related I i 1) is 
dail cned oi tt is lightened otherwise (emphasis added) However the mere disclosure 
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that tlit; dsspla\ una daikens the otherwise hdited i elated I bD of a slase tiansceixer 
when U is loeaied \\ithm the seaitih tange tails to ex en suggest a technique wherein the 
control una indudes a contiol anit displav, the conUol unit dksplav being configuied to 
dispiax information associated with the dex ice w hen it is dctumiticd that the dex ice us 
not within the range of communications oi the control unit" (emphasis added) as claimed 
b\ applicant C leai ix , the mete disclosure that a i elated i £ D is lighted when our ot the 
sceiintx tange fails to ex en suggest ihar'the control unit mdndes a eontiol anit displax 
| which fsj configured to dssplav infoimation associated with the tlex ice when the 
dexsce is not within the lange ot communication!) of uV u>ntiol unrf (empha.hJsa.JdeJ) 
as claimed bv applicant, 

Fuithei with respect to the independent claims the Examiner has idled on ( oi o 
lines. 2<)-o 1 from the \ ance icfeience to make a prior an showing of applicant s claimed 
technique v\ I ten. in the device includes a dex ice Jisplax the dex ice dispiax being 
configured to dispiax information associated xxah the eoutiol unit when a is determined 
that the dex ice is not within the range of communications of the control unit" (see tins or 
similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 

■: p.;; ' fi;i t ss?" in smwraoi v and the elapsed time 

since the parameters data was last received exceeds the update 
period, the corranuni cation link will be diagnosed as faulty and 
the gauge or indicator light driven by the parameters data will 
indicate an out of range condition." (Vhiioe, 6, i.i.s:e« .?$-?4 

- emphasis added » 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Lin relied upon by the 
Examiner merely teaches that if "the elapsed tjme sinc^ 

received exceeds the update period , the communication link will be diagnosed as faulty 
and the gaiige.or.ij\dicak>r Jjght. driven by the parameters data Mi.l..i«dicate.ailtM.i>.f 
range condition" (emphasis added). However, the mere disclosure that a gauge or 
indicator light indicates an out of range condition when the communication link is 
diagnosed as faulty fails to even suggest a technique '"wherein the device includes a 
de„vi_ce .di spl ay, the d e vice .d i spj a v. bei ng con I igu red to d i sp j a v J nformat i onassoci at«l 
with the control unit when it is determined that the device is not within the range of 
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eommunications of the contiol unif ' (emphasis added), as claimed h\ applicant Clearh , 
the mere suggestion of an indicator light which indicates a faulty communication link 
fails to teach that 'the deuce mcjudesa.d^ [and th.it j the deuce dj^lay [isj 

configured to dispia> information associated with the control unif (emphasis added), iti 
the manner a\ claimed b\ applicant 

To establish a prima Jach' case of oh\ lousness, three basic ciUctia must be met 
Fust, these must be some suggestion or momatson, either m the leferences tbemsehes or 
in the knowledge generally axdilabk* to one of ordinary skill in the ait, to modif\ the 
refetenee or to combine reference teachings Second there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success I tnail\ , the prior an reference (or references when combined) 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations I he teaching of suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found m the 
puoi ait and not based on applicant's disclosuie h'w f i«vA.°47 1 2d 48S, 20 I SPQ2d 
1438 (Fed,Qr.l.99n. 

\pplicant respectful iv asserts that at least the thud element of the prima facte 
case of oln iousness has not been met, since the prior art ieferences when combined, fail 
to teach or suggest a!! of the claim limitations, as noted ahov e \e\ erthekss despite 
such paramount deficiencies and in the spirit of expediting the piosecution of the present 
application, applicant has amended the independent claims to furthei distinguish 
applicant's claim language from the abo\ e references b\ substantial K incorpoiating 
following the sub sect, matter: 

"wherein the device is configured to periodrcaih send the identifying 
signal utilising a penod of time which is configured based on movements of an 
owner" (see this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the 
in dependen t clai rn s). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that Col. 4, lines 50-54 from the Doub reference 
merely discloses that "[i jf a time-out, occurs while waiting for the reply signal to be 
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j ecej\ eti {block MO), the thspi.ix 1 15 is disabled, the time-out countet 225 js reset t block 
> i ^) and the tiansmit signal is ic-tTansrnrtted (block f (em phasts added} itouexei 
the mere disclosure that the uroe-out countei is reset and the transmit signal is ie~ 
tr arisen tttcd aftei a tune-out occurs tails to e\en suggest a technique 'wherein the deuce 
is confirmed to peuodtcalls send the sdeutifs mg signal utilizing a period oi time whieh rs 
configured based on movements of an owner {emphasis added), as claimed In applicant 

\pphcant luither notes that the pmn art is also deficient with respect to the 
dependent claims Pot example, with respect to Claim b the Fxamsnei has telted on ( ol 
hne 1° to (. ol 4, line eo feom Doub, and page 2, line 7-15 from the \ \V \ lefeiences 
to make a pnoi ait shewing of applicant s claimed technique whesctn the device is 
exclusively registered with the control unit." 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Doub relied upon by the 
Examiner merely discloses that "'during an initial set-up procedure, the user may input a 
password or other data into the electronic device 100 and ihe remote device 1 10 to create 
the first authentication code" where "the electronic device 100 checks the reply signal for 
the data or password provided by the user" (emphasis added). Further, Doub teaches that 
"[i jf the reply signal does not include the correct first authentication code, the display 
controller 2 1 0 will ne>t enable the display 115" However, merely teaching that the user 
inputs a password into the electronic device and remote device and that the electronic 
device checks the reply signal for the password before enabling the display fails to even 
suggest a technique "wherein the device is exclusively registered with the control unit"' 
{emphasis added), as claimed. Clearly. Doub's teachings that the electronic device 
enables the display if the reply signal contains the correct password fails to event suggest 
a technique 'wherein the device is exclusively registered with the control unit" (emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant. 

Further, applicant tespectfulh asserts that the exceipt rrom -\ \P \ teiied upon b\ 
the 1 vaumnu meit'Ss teaches that ' the mode of transmission adopted in the Bluetooth 
specification geneialK ensures the section of signals that are transmitted and psoudes 
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proteetion from interference:' However, the mere disclosure of Bluetooth ensuring 
security of transmitted signals and protection from interference fails to even suggest a 
technique "wherein the device is excjusiyejy registered with the control unit" (emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant. 

\gam, applicant lespecrfullv asserts that ar least the thitd clement of ihc pn/mi 
AitVC case of obviousness has not been met, sukc the pn<n att refeiences uhui 
combined, tad to teach oj surest ail of the claim limitations, as noted above Ihus, a 
notice of allowance or specific puoi at t showing of each of die foregoing claim elements 
in combination with the remaining claimed teatuies, is respeetfulh requested 

Fo tins end, ali oi the independent claims <jj c deemed allowable Moreov ei , the 
icmammg dependent claims are furthet deemed allowable tn view of rhcff dependence 
on such independent claims. 

In the event <i telephone com usauun would expedite the prosecution of tins 
application, me b vammei ma\ teach the undersigned at (408) ^05-5 1 0<j rhe 
t ommissioner is author t7ed to charge an\ additional tees or ei edit am o\erpa\nieiit to 
Deposit \ecount\o ^s-HM <()idei No N\UP?I2 0I 048 02) 

Respectful 1 y submi tted, 
Ziika-Kotall PC. 

/KEVINZILKA/ 

Kevin j. Ziika 
Registration No. 41,429 
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